
1Ms. J. Lyn Cutler 
Section Chief, Special Projects 
Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
D~partnlent of Environmental Protection 
436 Dwight Street 
Springfield, hfassachusetts 01 103 

Re: 	 Evaluation of Appendix IX+3 Constituents and Revised Soil Removal Limits for 
Parcel Kt@-16-3(Site No. GEAC0210) 

Dear Ms. Cutler: 

On March 26, 2001, the General Electric Company (GE) submitted to the Massachusetts Department of 
Environmental Protection (MDEP) a Remedial Action Work Plan (RAWP) for Parcel K10-16-3 in Pittsfield, 
Massachusetts. In that document, GE presented evaluations concerning the need for and scope of remedial 
actions to address PCBs in soils at this property. GE proposed the removal of approximately 30 cy of soil 
from Parcel KIO-16-3 to achieve a level of No Significant Risk with respect to PCBs. 

In the RAWP, GE proposed the collection of three soil samples at Parcel K10- 16-3 for analysis of non-PCB 
constituents listed in Appendix IX of 40 CFR 264 (excluding pesticides and herbicides), plus benzidene, 2-
chloroethyl vinq-1 ether, and 1,2-diphenylhydrazine (Appendix IXI-3). Tne purpose of the proposed 
additional sampling was to ensure that the remedial actions proposed to address PCB-containing soils will 
be sufficient to achieve a Permanent Solution (for all constituents) and support the subsequent filing of a 
Class A-2 Response Action Outcome (RAO) Statement for this property. The purpose of this letter is to 
summarize and evaluate the recently collected data and identify the additional soil removal necessary to 
achieve a condition of No Significant Risk for both PCB and non-PCB constituents at this property. 

On April 24, 2001, GE collected surface (top 1 foot) soil samples for Appendix IX+3 analyses at three 
locations on this property. The locations sampled are shown on Figure 1 and listed below: 

Parcel K10- 16-3- sample locations K10- 16-3-SS-5!SB-6, -SS-6ISB-5, and -SB- 1 

The protocol for selecting the locations of the three a-Zppendis IX+3 soil samples in r~o l~ed  collecting one 
sample corresponding to the highest PCB concentration inside the soil removal area proposed to address 
PCB-enrttaining soils and collecting the remain~np b to  samples at selected locations on the propem. These 
three sampIes fomed the data set for the Appendix IX-tS e\ aluation presented in this documer~% The data 
for a11 three samples, which were eclftected from the 0- to f -foot depth incf-ernent, are presented in Table I .  

Following coflection and analyses of the recent soil campies. those data were evaluated using the general 
approach outlined below. This approach has been used by GE and appro\ed by the MDEP for evaluating 
non-PCB Appendix 1X-i-3 constituents in soil at other residential properlies outside the GE-
Pinsfieldif-lonsatonic Rit  er Sire (as defined in the Consent Decree for that Site): 
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1.  	 The pre-remediation (existing) maximtrm and median concentrations for each constituent were identified 
and compared to the corresponding maximum and rnediarl concentrations from the available regional 
background data set, using the h4DEP-s summar). statistics approach. The background data set consists 
of: (a) prior data from off-site residential properties, excluding samples with detectable PCB 
concentrations and saniples containing fjll; (b) darn from the Housatonic River floodplain upstream of 
the CE faciIit3: and (c) data from backfill sources used by GE to restore properties following the 
completion of remedial actions. 

2. 	 For an) non-PCB sample results nithin the soil retno\al limits identified to address PCBs, the soil 
associated s+ith those results was assumed to be rernoxed and replaced with soil containing non-PCB 
constituent concentrations equal to the arithmetic average of the backfill samples included in the backfill 
data set. 

3. 	 Post-PCB remediation arithmetic average concentrations \%ere calculated, for each property, for those 
non-PCB constituents whose concentrations were s h o ~ n  in Step 1 to exceed their corresponding 
background concentrations (based on application of the h1DEP's summary statistics approach). These 
averages were then compared to the conesponding blCP Method 1 soil standards for these constituents 
(using the lower of the S-1!GW-2 or S-IIGW-3 standards). 

4. 	 If the arithmetic average of a constituent exceeded its corresponding hifethod 1 soil standard, the post- 
PCB remediation maximum and median conce~ltrations for each constituent were compared to the 
maximum and median concentrations frorn the background data set, using the MDEP's summary 
statistics approach. 

5 .  	 Additional soil remo-tal is proposed for any property where: (a) one or more Appendix IX+3 constituents 
have arithmetic average concentrations (following PCB-based soil removal) that exceed the 
corresponding MCP Method I soil standards; and (b) the post-PCB remediation co~lcentrations of those 
same constituents exceed the corresponding background concentrations under the RfDEP's summary 
statistics data e\ aluation approach. 

The evaluation for Parcel KI 0-16-3 indicated that soil removal is necessary at each of the three locations 
where Appendix IX+3 soil samples were collected. However, soil removal to address PCBs was already 
proposed at one of these sample locations -- K10- 16-3-SB- 1. At the other two locations, additional soil 
removal is proposed. consisting generally of removal of the upper one foot of soil frorn 10-foot by 10-foot 
boxes centered on the appropriate sarnpIe locations. The additional soil removal associated with the 
Appendix 1X+3 data at these sampIe Iocations has been incorporated into revised soil removal limits, which 
are presented on Figure 1 .  

Tablc 2 presents the evaluation of the post-remedial action concentrations of Appendix 1X-i-3constituents 
at Parcel K 10-16-3. This table presents only those constituents retained for further evaluation afier 
perfomance ofthe background screening step using the Mf)EP"s summar). statistics approach ji.e., Step I 
of the evaluation approach outlined above). As shown In Table 2. the perfomance of the proposed soil 
removal illustrated on Figure 1 \+ill reduce the arithmetic ar erage csrlcentrations for all detected constituents 
at this p r o p e ~ y  to lete1s beiow their conesponding MCP hlethod 1 soil standards. 

The proposed soil removal will result in the additional evcavatlon and disposal of approximately 10 ey of 
soil from Parcel K 10-16-3. Therefore, the re\ ised boil remoilal volume aMributed to PCB and non-PCB 
constiaents at Parcet K 10-15-3 is approximatel> 40 cq . The el  aluation and additional soil removal proposed 
in this document will suppod the filing of a Class A-2 KAO Statement for Parcel $30-16-3. 
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Please contact me -ci ith an) questions or comments. 

Very tnrly yours, 

Richard W. Gates 
Remediation Prqject Manager 

U 'UMECO'I3071 1% d,-i 

Enclosure 

cc: R. Bell, DEP 
A. Weinberg. DEP 
E. Barnes, DEP* 
T. Angus, DEP 
R. Howell, EPA 
B. Olson. EPA* 
J. Bieke, Esq., Shea & Gardner* 
R. Wyner, Esq., Shea & Gardner* 
R. McLaren, Esq., GE* 
J. Gardner, Esq., GE 

Housatonic River Initiative 

Mayor G.S. Doyle 

State Senator A. Nuciforo 

State Rep. D. Bosley 

State Rep. G. Hodgkins 

State Rep. S. Kelly 

State Rep. P. Larkin 


M. Carroll, GE 
A. Cole, GE* 

Pittsfield Health Department* 

Pittsfield Conservation Commission* 

T. Hickey, Chair, Pittsfield City Council 

J. Nuss, P.E.: Blasland, Bouck & Lee 

C. AverilI, Blasland, Rouck & Lee* 

C . Vu, MA Department of Public Health* 

J. Bernstein, Bernstein, Cushner & Kirnmell* 

Public Information Repositories I-P-IV(A)(I)* 

GE Internal Repositories* 

Affected Property Owner - Parcel K 10-16-3* 


(* with enclosure) 
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TABLE 1 

St~MlllARk'OF APPENDIX-IX+3 DATA 
(Results in ppm, dv-weight) 

4%?.&& 

1 ,  	 Samples \sere collected by Rlasland, Bouck & Lee, lnc., and were submitted to CTgLE Environmental Services, Inc. for analysis 
of Appendix IX+3 constituents (excluding herbicides and pesticides). 

2. NU - Analyte was not detected. The number in parentheses is the associated quantitation limit for volatiles and semivolatiles 
and the associated detection limit for other constituents. 

3. 	 w - Estimated maximum possible concentration. 
3. 	 J - Indicates an estimated value less than the practical quantitation limit (PQL). 
5 .  	 J* - Indicates an estimated value between the instrument detection limit and practical quantitation limit (PQL,). 
6. 	 J * *  - Indicates an estimated value between the lower calibration limit and the target detection limit. 
7 .  	 Q - Indicates the presence of quantitative interferences. 
8. 	 Q* - Elevated detection iirnit due to the presence of quantitative interferences. 
9. 	 I - Polychlorinated Diphenyl Ether (PCDPE) Interference. 
10. Total dioxinsifurans detemined as the sum of the total homolog concentrations; non-detect values considered as zero. 
I I.  	Total 2,3,7,8-TCDD toxicity equivalents (TEQs) were calculated using both MDEP's and EPA's Toxicity Equivalency Factors 

(TEFs) for all PCUDPCDF congeners, although CE does not acceptthe validity of these TEFs. 
12, With the exception of dioxin~furans, only those constituents detected in at least one sample are summarized. 
13. Duplicate results are presented in brackets. 
13. Shading indicates that vaiue exceeds hlCP RCS-I reportable concentration. 
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PIW'ILEGED AND CONFLUENTML 
TABLE 2 -\TTORNEY \VORK PROUII("1 

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY 

PITTSFIELD, MASSACFIIJSETTS 


PARCEL, K10-16-3 


POST-REMEDIATION AIX+3 EVALUATION 

(Results in ppm. dry-weight) 


1 )  Samples were collected by Bla\land, Bouck B Lee, Inc , and were subnittted to CT&E Envtronmental Servtees, Inc for analysts of 
Appendix 1x13conctituents (eucludtng herbtcides and pestte~de.;) 

2) Thts table prewntq only thocc constrtuents that were detected tn at least one sample at the property and were not screened out through 
cornpanson to background data ustng MDEP's summary statistics approach 

3 )  total 2.3 7,8-TCDD to~reit) equtvalents (TEQs) were calculated using the MDEP ( Toxtctty Cqutvalency Facton ( E F s )  for all PCDDIPCRE 
congeners, although Ctk doe7 not accept the validrty of these TEF$ 

4) * - 5011 rcmoval is praposed for this aaniple locatton The constttuent concentrations dtsplaycd for this sample are equal to the arithmetic 
d\eraga of all the bdckftll samples incltided in the background data set (as presented tn GETMay 14, 1999 letter to the W E P )  

5 )  '* - Ihts column Itcts the lower of the Category S-1tGW-2 or S-IIGW-3 Method 1 Soil Standards listed In the MCP 
61 '** - No MCP Method 1 standard ew1st.i for copper, hut an MCP Method 2 sot1 standard (Category S-ItGW-3) has been derived for 

Lapper ustng the procedure in 110 CMR 40 0984 as descrtbed tn Attachment A at GE s Aprtl 11 2001 Ret~r~edEvaluaftonof 4pperdix 1Y.i 3 
( or~rtrtut~m~ In~aorgortonfor(he I oiiowrrrg I'arcelr i9-9-28RerrretISorl Renrovul I rnrrrr ~~tdPrl-,o~c.dC;rourrrfnu~er 19-9-26 19-9-6- 
iQ-9-.?Q ?hie drrned cot1 qtandard tc 770 ppni 
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